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DETAILED ACTION 

Notice to Applicant 

1 . This communication is in response to the Amendment filed on 6/18/08. Claims 
12-14 have been cancelled. Claims 1-2, 8, 18-19, 27 and 30 have been amended. 
Claims 1-11, 1 5-30 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-7 and 18-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sullivan (2003/0093320) in view of Gryglewicz et al. (6,993,502) and further in view 
of Miller et al. (5,550,968). 

(A) As per claims 1-7 and 18-30, Sullivan discloses a computer program product 
including program code, when executed on a computer system, for providing an 
interface between a calling application and at least one callable application (See 
Sullivan, Page 1, Paragraph 0002; Page 15, Paragraph 0129). 

Sullivan, however does not explicitly disclose a computer program product 
having said program code representing a computer program which implements at least 
two controllers which cooperate with each other and are at different hierarchical levels, 
wherein said controllers are instances of a generic controller. 
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Gryglewicz shows a computer program product having said program code 
representing a computer program which implements at least two controllers which 
cooperate with each other and are at different hierarchical levels, wherein said 
controllers are instances of a generic controller (See Gryglewicz, Col .5, lines 55-67 to 
Co1.6, line 30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Gryglewicz within the system of Sullivan with 
the motivation of utilizing table-driven technologies to apply existing tax code definitions 
for both conventionally taxed goods and services as well as digital goods and services 
provided electronically over the Internet (See Gryglewicz, Co1.4, lines 31-35). 

Sullivan and Gryglewicz teach all the limitations above except "wherein the 
generic controller is a class, and the at least two controllers are subclasses inherited 
from the generic controller class". Therefore, Miller shows this limitation "wherein the 
generic controller is a class, and the at least two controllers are subclasses inherited 
from the generic controller class" (See Miller, Col. 7, lines 25-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Miller within the collective teachings of 
Gryglewicz and Sullivan with the motivation of providing an object class for providing 
limiting user interaction to controls defined in a graphical user interface to which said 
object class is applied (See Miller, Col.4, lines 61-67). 
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As per claim 2, Sullivan discloses the computer program product wherein the 
computer program is written in an object-oriented programming language (See Sullivan, 
Page 15, Paragraph 0129). 

As per claim 3, Gryglewicz discloses the computer program product wherein the 
calling application is a computerized business application or an online request handling 
application (See Gryglewicz, Co1.5, lines 46-67; Co1.6, lines 61-67). 

As per claim 4, Gryglewicz discloses the computer program product wherein the 
at least one callable application is a transaction-tax service application (See Gryglewicz 
Co1.7, lines 30-67). 

As per claim 5, Gryglewicz discloses the computer program product wherein the 
at least one transaction-tax service application is a transaction-tax calculation 
application or a transaction-tax logging application (See Gryglewicz, Col. 2, lines 47-59; 
C0I.6, lines 25-60). 

As per claim 6, Gryglewicz discloses the computer program product providing an 
interface to at least two transaction-tax service applications, said transaction-tax service 
applications comprising at least two different transaction-tax calculation applications 
(See Gryglewicz, Col. 7, lines 1-50). 
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As per claim 7, Gryglewicz discloses the computer program product wherein the 
controller at the higher hierarchical level is arranged for controlling an overall logic 
processing of the interface, and the controller or controllers at the lower hierarchical 
level is or are arranged for controlling a processing of the interface specific to the 
callable application or applications with which the respective controller is associated 
(See Gryglewicz, Col.8, lines 8-53). 

4. Claims 8-1 1 and 1 5-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sullivan (2003/0093320) in view of Gryglewicz et al. (6,993,502) 

As per claim 18, Sullivan discloses a method of implementing a programmed 
interface between a calling application and at least one callable application (See 
Sullivan, Page 1, Paragraph 0002; Page 15, Paragraph 0129). Sullivan, however, does 
not explicitly disclose comprising: coding at least two controllers at different hierarchical 
levels, wherein said controllers are instances of a generic controller. 

Gryglewicz shows coding at least two controllers at different hierarchical levels, 
wherein said controllers are instances of a generic controller (See Gryglewicz, Col. 5, 
lines 55-67 to Co1 .6, line 30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Gryglewicz within the system of Sullivan with 
the motivation of utilizing table-driven technologies to apply existing tax code definitions 
for both conventionally taxed goods and services as well as digital goods and services 
provided electronically over the Internet (See Gryglewicz, Co1.4, lines 31-35). 

Sullivan and Gryglewicz teach all the limitations above except "wherein the 
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generic controller is a class, and the at least two controllers are subclasses inherited 
from the generic controller class". Therefore, Miller shows this limitation "wherein the 
generic controller is a class, and the at least two controllers are subclasses inherited 
from the generic controller class" (See Miller, Col.7, lines 25-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Miller within the collective teachings of 
Gryglewicz and Sullivan with the motivation of providing an object class for providing 
limiting user interaction to controls defined in a graphical user interface to which said 
object class is applied (See Miller, Col.4, lines 61-67). 

As per claim 19, Gryglewicz discloses the method wherein the controllers are 
coded in an object-oriented programming language (See Gryglewicz, Co1 .5, lines 45- 
67). 

As per claim 27, Sullivan discloses a computer program product including 
program code, when executed on a computer system, for providing an interface 
between a calling application and at least two transaction-tax calculation applications, 
said interface is arranged to carry out, when called by the calling application, at least 
one of: selecting one of the transaction-tax calculation applications depending on a 
transaction attribute (See Sullivan, Page 1, Paragraphs 0002; Page 15, Paragraph 
0129), 
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Sullivan does not explicitly disclose "said interface including at least two 
controllers that cooperate with each other and are different hierarchical levels, wherein 
the controllers are instances of a generic controller, 

calling the selected transaction-tax calculation application and receiving a 
response from the called transaction-tax calculation application; and calling at least two 
of the transaction-tax calculation applications, comparing the responses returned by 
them. 

However, these features are known in the art, as evidenced by Gryglewicz. In 
particular, Gryglewicz shows "said interface including at least two controllers that 
cooperate with each other and are different hierarchical levels, wherein the controllers 
are instances of a generic controller (See Gryglewicz, Col. 5, lines 55-67 to Co1 .6, line 
30), calling the selected transaction-tax calculation application and receiving a response 
from the called transaction-tax calculation application (See Gryglewicz, Co1 .7, lines 1- 
45); and calling at least two of the transaction-tax calculation applications, comparing 
the responses returned by them (See Gryglewicz, Co1.7, lines 1-35). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Gryglewicz within the system of Sullivan with 
the motivation of utilizing table-driven technologies to apply existing tax code definitions 
for both conventionally taxed goods and services as well as digital goods and services 
provided electronically over the Internet (See Gryglewicz, Co1.4, lines 31-35). 

Sullivan and Gryglewicz teach all the limitations above except "wherein the 
generic controller is a class, and the at least two controllers are subclasses inherited 
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from the generic controller class". Therefore, Miller shows this limitation "wherein the 
generic controller is a class, and the at least two controllers are subclasses inherited 
from the generic controller class" (See Miller, Col.7, lines 25-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Miller within the collective teachings of 
Gryglewicz and Sullivan with the motivation of providing an object class for providing 
limiting user interaction to controls defined in a graphical user interface to which said 
object class is applied (See Miller, Col.4, lines 61-67). 

As per claim 28, Gryglewicz discloses the computer program product wherein the 
interface is further arranged to return a response to the calling application based on the 
response from the called transaction-tax calculation application or, if at least two 
transaction-tax calculation applications have been called, based on the comparison 
(See Gryglewicz, Col.7, lines 1-45). 

As per claim 29, Gryglewicz discloses the computer program product wherein the 
interface is further arranged to direct a response for logging purposes to a logging 
controller based on the response from the called transaction-tax calculation application 
or, if at least two transaction-tax calculation applications have been called, based on the 
comparison (See Gryglewicz, Col. 9, lines 1-42). 
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As per claim 30, Sullivan discloses a software-implemented method of interfacing 
a calling application and at least two transaction-tax calculation applications, 
comprising, when a call is received from the calling application, at least one of: selecting 
one of the transaction-tax calculation applications depending on a transaction attribute, 
(See Sullivan, Page 1, Paragraphs 0002; Page 15, Paragraph 0129). 

Sullivan does not explicitly disclose calling the selected transaction-tax 
calculation application and receiving a response from the called transaction-tax 
calculation application; and calling at least two of the transaction-tax calculation 
applications and comparing the responses returned by them, "wherein the interfacing is 
provided by an interface including at least two controllers that cooperate with each 
other and are different hierarchical levels, wherein the controllers are instances of a 
generic controller. 

However, these features are known in the art, as evidenced by Gryglewicz. In 
particular, Gryglewicz suggests calling the selected transaction-tax calculation 
application and receiving a response from the called transaction-tax calculation 
application (See Gryglewicz, Col. 7, lines 1-45); and calling at least two of the 
transaction-tax calculation applications and comparing the responses returned by them 
(See Gryglewicz, Col. 7, lines 1-35), "wherein the interfacing is provided by an interface 
including at least two controllers that cooperate with each other and are different 
hierarchical levels, wherein the controllers are instances of a generic controller" (See 
Gryglewicz, Col .5, lines 55-67 to Co1 .6, line 30). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Gryglewicz within the system of Sullivan with 
the motivation of utilizing table-driven technologies to apply existing tax code definitions 
for both conventionally taxed goods and services as well as digital goods and services 
provided electronically over the Internet (See Gryglewicz, Co1.4, lines 31-35). 

Sullivan and Gryglewicz teach all the limitations above except "wherein the 
generic controller is a class, and the at least two controllers are subclasses inherited 
from the generic controller class". Therefore, Miller shows this limitation "wherein the 
generic controller is a class, and the at least two controllers are subclasses inherited 
from the generic controller class" (See Miller, Col. 7, lines 25-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Miller within the collective teachings of 
Gryglewicz and Sullivan with the motivation of providing an object class for providing 
limiting user interaction to controls defined in a graphical user interface to which said 
object class is applied (See Miller, Col.4, lines 61-67). 

As per claim 8, Sullivan discloses a computer program product including program 
code, when executed on a computer system, for providing an interface between a 
calling application and at least one callable application (See Sullivan, Page 1, 
Paragraph 0002; Page 15, Paragraph 0129), 

wherein the controller at the higher hierarchical level is arranged for receiving an 
input request from the calling application and sending an output request to the controller 
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at the lower hierarchical level, and receiving an output response from the controller at 
the lower hierarchical level as an input response (See Sullivan, Page 4, Paragraph 
0047), the controller at the lower hierarchical level is arranged for receiving the output 
request of the controller at the higher hierarchical level as an input request, sending an 
output request to the callable application or one or more of the callable applications to 
which it is associated, receiving an input response from the callable application or 
applications, and sending an output response to the controller at the higher hierarchical 
level (See Sullivan, Page 6, Paragraph 0059). 

Sullivan, however, does not explicitly disclose "wherein the controller at the 
higher hierarchical level is arranged for controlling an overall logic processing of the 
interface, and the controller or controllers at the lower hierarchical level is or are 
arranged for controlling a processing of the interface specific to the callable application 
or applications with which the respective controller is associated" Therefore, Gryglewicz 
shows "wherein the controller at the higher hierarchical level is arranged for controlling 
an overall logic processing of the interface, and the controller or controllers at the lower 
hierarchical level is or are arranged for controlling a processing of the interface specific 
to the callable application or applications with which the respective controller is 
associated (See Gryglewicz, Col. 8, lines 8-53). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Gryglewicz within the system of Sullivan with 
the motivation of utilizing table-driven technologies to apply existing tax code definitions 
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for both conventionally taxed goods and services as well as digital goods and services 
provided electronically over the Internet (See Gryglewicz, Co1.4, lines 31-35). 

As per claim 9, Gryglewicz discloses the computer program product providing an 
interface to at least two callable applications of a same type, wherein the specific 
processing for which the controller at the lower hierarchical level and assigned to the at 
least two callable applications is arranged comprises deciding to which one of the at 
least two callable applications the output request is sent (See Gryglewicz, Col. 37, lines 
1-41). 

As per claim 10, Gryglewicz discloses the computer program product wherein the 
at least two callable applications of the same type are transaction-tax calculation 
applications (See Gryglewicz, Co1.9, lines 14-41). 

As per claim 1 1 , Sullivan discloses the computer program product wherein the 
controllers comprise at least one of the following components: an input/output module; 
an input parser; a validation engine; a universal state machine; a knowledge base 
module; a process carrier (See Sullivan, Page 15, Paragraphs 0127-0128). 

As per claim 15, Sullivan discloses a software-implemented method of interfacing 
a calling application and at least one callable application (See Sullivan, Page 1, 
Paragraph 0002; Page 15, Paragraph 0129). 
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Sullivan, however does not explicitly disclose that the software method comprising: 
using at least two software-implemented controllers at different hierarchical levels; 
performing, both with the controllers at the higher and lower hierarchical levels, a 
sequence of steps comprising: upon receipt of an input request from an higher 
hierarchical level element, which is the calling application or a controller at a higher 
hierarchical level, performing input request handling, sending at least one output 
request to at least one lower hierarchical level element, which is a controller at a lower 
hierarchical level or the at least one callable application, receiving an input response to 
the at least one output request from the lower hierarchical level element, sending an 
output response to the higher hierarchical level element, wherein the output request of 
the controller at the higher hierarchical level is the input request to the controller at the 
lower hierarchical level, and the output response of the controller at the lower 
hierarchical level is the input response to the controller at the higher hierarchical level. 
However, these features are known in the art, as evidenced by Gryglewicz. In particular, 
Gryglewicz suggests that the software method having comprising: using at least two 
software-implemented controllers at different hierarchical levels (See Gryglewicz, Fig. 8; 
Co1 .5, lines 45-67 to Co1 .6, line 60; Co1 .7, lines 1 -44); performing, both with the 
controllers at the higher and lower hierarchical levels (See Gryglewicz, Co1 .22, lines 60- 
67 to Co1 .23, line 23), a sequence of steps comprising: upon receipt of an input request 
from an higher hierarchical level element, which is the calling application or a controller 
at a higher hierarchical level (See Gryglewicz, Fig. 3; Fig.4; Co1 .8, lines 54-67 to Co1 .9, 
line 42), performing input request handling, sending at least one output request to at 
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least one lower hierarchical level element, which is a controller at a lower hierarchical 
level or the at least one callable application, receiving an input response to the at least 
one output request from the lower hierarchical level element, sending an output 
response to the higher hierarchical level element, wherein the output request of the 
controller at the higher hierarchical level is the input request to the controller at the 
lower hierarchical level, and the output response of the controller at the lower 
hierarchical level is the input response to the controller at the higher hierarchical level 
(See Gryglewicz, Co1.10, lines 45-67 to Col.11, line 27; Col.30, lines 18-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Gryglewicz within the system of Sullivan with 
the motivation of utilizing table-driven technologies to apply existing tax code definitions 
for both conventionally taxed goods and services as well as digital goods and services 
provided electronically over the Internet (See Gryglewicz, Col.4, lines 31-35). 

Claims 16-17 and 20-26 recite the underlying process steps of the elements of 
claims 4-5 and 7-1 1 , respectively. As the various elements of claims 4-5 and 7-1 1 and 
have been shown to be either disclosed by or obvious in view of the collective teachings 
of Sullivan, Gryglewicz and Miller, it is apparent that the apparatus disclosed by the 
applied prior art performs the recited underlying functions. As such, the limitations 
recited in claims 16-17 and 20-26 are rejected for the same reasons given above for 
claims 4-5 and 7-1 1 , and incorporated herein. 
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5. Examiner's Note; Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the 
references as applied to the claims below for the convenience of the applicant. Although 
the specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are applied to 
the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply 
as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant, in preparing the responses, to 
fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed 
invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed 
by the examiner. 



Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed on 6/1 8/08 with respect to claims 1-11, 1 5-30 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to VANEL FRENEL whose telephone number is (571)272- 
6769. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew S. Gart can be reached on 571-272-3955. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Matthew S Gart/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 3687 

/Vanel Frenel/ 
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Examiner, Art Unit 3687 

October 13, 2008 



